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Abstract

Different approaches to causativity are compared. The direction of semantic derivation in
pairs consisting of a reflexive verb and its non-reflexive (causative) counterpart is discussed,
as well as the distinction between causativization and decausativization. Non trivial parallels
are established between Russian decausatives and the so called unaccusative verbs.
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1 Causatives and decausatives

In the article Iordanskaja, Melcuk 2002 two types of semantic relationships were
delinecated — causation (i.e. the relation between a verb and its causative) and conversion
(the relation between a verb and its conversive). These relationships may connect

° different verbs;
o different uses or meanings of verbs (lexemes);

o different forms of a verb (or a verb and its morphological derivative).

For the case when these relationships connect different verbs the definitions of
causativity and conversion look like follows.

The relationship of V; to V, is called causative (i.e. V, is a causative of V,), if V| has
the meaning ‘to cause the situation denoted by V,’. For example, paccmewums ‘make laugh’
is a causative of paccmesmoca ‘to laugh’.

The relationship of V; to V, is called conversive (i.e. V, is a conversive of V,), if V,
and V, denote one and the same situation but the participants of the situation are expressed in
the case of V, by different syntactic arguments than in the case of V; (and, therefore, have
different communicative ranks). In example (1) npocuymscs is a conversive of paszdoyoums:

(1) a. Mens pasz6youn iryM B kopumope ‘A noise in the corridor woke me up’;
b. S npocuyacs ot mryma B xopumope ‘I woke up because of the noise in the corridor’.

In this paper I develop the topic outlined in Iordanskaja, Melcuk 2002 — starting from
considerations about Russian medial verbs put forward in I[Tagyuesa 2001. I shall concentrate
on the case, when one of the two verbs is the reflexive (medial) of some basic (direct, non-
medial) verb. In the Russian grammar some reflexive verbs are taken to be grammatical
forms of direct verbs (for example, cmpoumcs is the passive of cmpoum). 1 shall treat a



reflexive as always being a medial form (a medial) of its basic verb. (Thus, I only deal with
reflexive verbs for which the basic verb exists, not taking such verbs as 6osmwbcs into
consideration.)

In this case it is commonly said that V, is related to V; not by conversion but by a
diathetic shift, or by a change of diathesis. For example, in (2), where sentences (2a) and
(2b) refer to one and the same situation, the form wucmowums and its medial voice
ucmowumscs differ by diathesis:

(2) a. IlocrostHHbIC BOMHBI ucmowuiu kas3ny ‘Perpetual wars exhausted the treasury’;
b. Kaszna ucmowunace ot nocrosiuaeix BoiH ‘The treasury became exhausted of perpetual wars’.

Direct diathesis, example (2a), assigns the Causer the highest rank placing it in the
Center of the perspective; medial diathesis moves it to the Periphery of the perspective .

In Tordanskaja, Melcuk 2002 three types of relationships between a reflexive verb and its
corresponding direct counterpart are considered.

Type I, causation; for example, ucmowums (as in (2a)) is a causative of ucmowumucs
(as in (2b)).

Type II, pseudocausation; for example, noousms (as in Hean noousn Mawy ¢ 3emnu) is
a pseudocausative of noousmocs (as in Mawa noousinace ¢ 3emau).

Type III, conversion; for example, socxuwams (as in Acrwo socxuwaem ee Hogoe
niamoe) is a conversive of eocxuwamuocs (Acsa éocxuwaemes c60UM HOBLIM NAAMbEM).

The treatment of the verb wucmowums as a derivative of ucmowumscs deserves
comments. The idea that a reflexive verb, such as paspywumscs, being morphologically
more complex than the initial paspywums, can be semantically basic, was developed by Igor
Melchuk in his article of 1967 (see Menbuyk 1967) and the phenomenon was called
backward word formation. Perhaps, this solution was connected with realization of the
huge role played by the predicate CAUSE in the semantics of lexicon. This role was
discovered with admiration by the newly born lexical semantics, and it was natural to use it
in grammar as well.

The idea of backward word formation is attractive and certainly has the right of
existence. Still, another approach also has the right of existence, which takes the
morphologically simpler form as the basic one and treats the medial verb or verb form as
resulting from derivation: in the course of time treatments other than causativization have
become possible — due to subsequent scientific research that widened the inventory of
semantic, syntactic and morphological instruments at the disposal of linguists. Now we have
a powerful apparatus allowing description of varying relationships between the participants
of the situation, semantic arguments, and their surface correlates, syntactic arguments
(actants). The notion of diathesis became current; the notion of argument derivation got
into use: argument derivation increasing the number of arguments, decreasing <this
number>, interpretative, and others, were delineated, see [Tayursa 2000.

In general, the direction of derivation is not wholly predicted by morphology. As a
matter of fact, for English, where causal relations are not expressed morphologically at all,
two different possible directions of derivation are recognized in the corresponding context.
Of the two examples of transitive — intransitive alternation from Levin, Rappaport 1995 the
first is treated in this book as causative alternation (i.e. change of diathesis), while the other
one (pseudocasativization according to [.Melchuk) is, obviously, causativization:

(3) John opened the door — The door opened,
(4) The general marched the soldiers — The soldiers marched.

! Diathesis of a verb or a lexeme (Menbuyk, Xomozosuu 1970) is here understood as a set of participants of the
denoted situation (participants are identified by their semantic roles, such as Agent, Patient, Instrument, etc.)
and their communicative ranks expressed syntactically: the Subject and the object provide the participant with
the highest rank — Center; indirect cases and prepositions yield the rank Periphery; participants that have no
syntactic position in the verb’s argument structure have the lowest rank — Offstage (see [Taxydesa 2004: 51f¥).



The direct and the backward shifts aren’t the exact reverse of one another semantically.
In fact, a transition from a causative verb to a non-causative may not coincide semantically
with the initial non-causative verb. Examples from Mensaukosa 2002:

(5) a. 6vicoxnyms ‘to become dry’ — guicywums ‘to dry’;

b. svicyuums — guicymumsbcs; [8bICYUUMBCSL # 8bICOXHYMD |
(6) a. ocmouims ‘to get cold” — ocmyoums ‘to cool’;

b. ocmyoums — ocmyoumucs; [ocmyoumsbcsi # ocmvims |

Thus, not denying the plausibility of backward word formation analysis of example (2)
along the lines of Menbuyk 1967, I propose an alternative version of the relationship between
the causative verb and its reflexive counterpart in this example. The question is, which of the
two approaches provides a deeper insight into the verb system as a whole. The fact that
causativization is not productive in modern Russian (as it is in English or was in Old
Russian) is an important (though not a decisive) argument.

The relationship between a reflexive and its basic verb in such examples as (2) I shall
treat as decausativization; so, a causative verb in (2a), will be treated as basic, while the
medial in (2b) as derived. See other examples. Sentences (7b), (8b) are decausatives,
correspondingly, of (7a), (8a):

(7) a. John broke the window ‘I>koH pa3z6un OKHO;
b. The window broke ‘OxHO pazbunocey’;
(8) a. John opened the door ‘Jl»xoH omxpbir 1BEpPD’;
b. The door opened ‘[IBepb omxpuwiracsy’ .
There are three separate meaning shifts accounting for the semantic relationships between
decausatives and their causative counterparts in examples (2), (7), (8):

1) deagentivization, a categorial shift:
JlxoH omkpwein nBeph ‘John opened the door’ —
HopsiB BeTpa omxpwin nBepb ‘A gust of wind opened the door’;

2) decausativization proper, a diathetic shift changing the communicative rank of the
participant Causer:
[TopsiB BeTpa omxpoin mBepb ‘A gust of wind opened the door’ —
HBepb omxpuinace ot nopeiBa Betpa ‘The door opened with a gust of wind’;

3) Unspecified Adjunct deletion - interpreting valence-decreasing derivation according
to [lmynrsn 2000:

Beps omxpowinace oT mopeiBa BeTpa — J[Bepb OTKPHLIACK.

Each of the three shifts has an independent motivation and a wide sphere of application
outside decausativization. Presenting deagentivization as a separate meaning extension rule
has the following advantages.

a. Lexical limits on decausativization can be rigorously formulated; namely, those verbs
engender derived decausatives that allow non-agentive use (for example, omkpsims ‘open’
can be deagentivized, while ompesams ‘cut off” cannot. In this way lexical boundaries of
decausativization of a causative verb are reduced to those of its deagentivization and need not
be stated separately.

b. Deagentivization, i.e. a lexical rule changing the taxonomic class of the subject, is
presented as forming a part of the rule that builds the meaning of the decausative from an
agentive causative verb. In this way non-agentivity of decausatives is explicated: it is
accounted for by the fact that decausatives are formed from non-agentive causative verbs or
non-agentive uses of such verbs.

Take as an example the verb xorebamucsa (in its primary “physical” meaning ‘shake’);
non-agentive use for xozebams is practically the only one possible — agentive uses are only
met in poetry:



(9) loBonen? Tak myckaii Toima ero OpaHuT,
W mmoet Ha anrtaps, e TBOW OTOHB TOPHT,
WU B nerckoii pe3Boctu koebaem TBOM TpeHOKHUK. (ITymkun. [Toaty)
If so then xone6amwbcsa belongs to the class of decausatives.

c. Treating deagentivization as a separate shift gives us the possibility to present the
relationship between a non-agentive causative verb and its decausative as a purely diathetic
shift; in fact, both non-agentive causative verb and its decausative denote happenings, so they
differ only in communicative ranks of the participants.

On the other hand, a verb with a non-agentive subject is presented as a separate lexeme,
i.e. as a word with a different lexical meaning. In fact, in many respects causative verbs
behave differently when used with agentive and non-agentive subjects:

e instrumental action, such as grubym pinkom ‘with a rude kick’ in example On
pazdoyoun mens epyovim nunkom, is only possible in the context of a verb with an
agentive subject;

e on-going process interpretation for the Imperfective is also a prerogative of an
agentive verb;

e many adverbs, such as wueuasuno ‘inadvertently’, mapouno ‘on purpose’,
npedycmompumensvro ‘prudently’ combine only with agentive verbs.

And the list of arguments in favor of decausativization, with deagentivization that
“precedes” it is not exhaustive. Thus, deagentivization can be said to change the word’s
lexical meaning, if only because non-agentive subject of a verb is responsible for many
features of its syntactic behavior. There is no other place to pin this information but to a
separate lexeme in the lexicon. Generalizations, if possible, belong to the grammar of lexicon
which does not yet exist.

Problems of polysemy (both of medial verbs and of their causative counterparts) occupy
an important place in lordanskaja, Melcuk 2002. And rightly so. As we saw above, polysemy
of a causative verb, namely, the possibility of a non-agentive reading, plays a crucial role in
its interpretation as a decausative, for a decausative can only have a non-volitional Causer.

Let us now compare medials of type I and type II investigated in Iordanskaja, Melcuk
2002. (Type III, mostly emotion verbs, won’t be an object of our attention in this paper, see a
thorough analysis of this class, e.g., in Anpecsn 1998.)

What follows from the fact that in my approach relationships of type | are treated as
decausativization, i.e. as a diathetic shift? A diathetic shift presupposes identity of the set of
participants. Let’s take an example:

(10) a. B3poeiB 60MObI paspywun nom ‘Explosion destroyed the house’;
b. lom paspywuncsa ot B3peiBa 6oMObI ‘The house destroyed with a bomb explosion’.

A house can be imagined as destroyed “by itself”, in the course of time. In this case it is
not necessary to state the reason of destruction. Still the verb is not incompatible with reason
specifications. Note that “by itself” is not at place in the case of predicates with inner
causation, like glitter (Levin, Rappaport 1995):

(11) *The diamond glitters by itself.

Construction with the preposition om ‘from’ is widely used in order to specify the Cause
in the context of a decausative verb (cf. Mopnanckas, Menpuyk 1996). Examples from the
Russian National Corpus (www.ruscorpora.ru) :

(12) IIpu >TOM OHU [TOCTPOUKH | COXPAHSAIOT XOPOIIYIO IPOYHOCTH U HE pa3pyuiaomcst OT
aTMOC(EPHBIX BO3ICHCTBHIH;

B IIPUXO0KEH OHO [KOBPOBOE MOKPHITHE | OyAET MOCTETICHHO pa3pyulamscs OT TIeCKa U
T'pA3U, IPUHOCUMBIX Ha O6yBI/I, 3aTO MMPCKPACHO HOﬂOﬁﬂeT JIA TOCTHHOM.
One of the pillars of «Meaning <>Text» theory is the division of a verb’s arguments into
actants and circonstants. The question is, how to identify the PP with om in examples (2b) or
(12). The background Causer of decausatives is recognized in Iordanskaja, Melcuk 2002 as
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an obligatory participant of the situation but a syntactically non-obligatory argument of the
verb. And this seems a plausible solution. In [Tagyuesa 2001 it is argued that the background
Causer of a decausative can be omitted if the Cause is unknown or irrelevant. In any case,
there is an analogy between omitted object NP in (13) and omitted causal PP in (14):

(13) OH noen ‘He ate <something: I don’t know what or it isn’t important what>’;
(14) Osepw omkpwviracy ‘The door opened <because of unknown or unspecified Cause>’.

Type Il relationship, identified in lordanskaja, Melcuk 2002 as pseudocauzativization, is
exemplified by:

(15) a. BaH nodusan Mamy ¢ niona ‘John lifted Masha from the floor’;
b. Mamra noousiace ¢ nona ‘Masha stood up from the floor’.

Type II is demonstrated to differ from type I in that the proposition with a causative
doesn’t entail the one with the corresponding medial. In fact, (16a) entails (16b):

(16a) B3psiB 60MOBI paspywur mom ‘Explosion destroyed the house’ —
(16b) dom paspywuncsa ot B3pbiBa 60MOBI ‘The house destroyed with a bomb explosion’.

Meanwhile (15a) doesn’t entail (15b) — in order to stand up Masha should have made
some efforts herself, and (15a) implies that she couldn’t or didn’t want to.

Note that inner causation is included in the meaning of a medial of type II even in the
case of an inanimate subject, as in (17b):

(17) a. Acst kamum Ms14 1o 1opoxke ‘Asja rolls the ball along the road’;
b. Mstu kamumuwcs o qopoxke ‘The ball rolls along the road’.

There is another important difference between (15) (pseudocausativization) and (2)
(decausativization): the causative counterpart in a pseudocausativization pair may have an
animate subject, see (15a); which is excluded in clear cases of decausativization. Meaning
representation of xamumcsa includes the component ‘cam ce6s’ (as in Konobok xamumcs),
thus, a word formation pattern that would produce the meaning of xamums from that of
kamumuocsa must provide cancellation of this semantic component.

From the traditional point of view the medial noonamuca is derived from noouams by
means of reflexivizaton: noonsmoecs belongs to the same type of medial verbs as ymsimocs
‘wash’, ooemucsa ‘dress’, which is undoubtedly agentive.

This type of relationship between a causal verb and its medial can be discerned in a huge
class of verbs of motion (ITagyuesa 2001; see also Levin, Rappaport 1995: 155-158): at the
first opportunity sja-forms acquire not a decausative but a reflexive interpretation; the subject
is treated as the Causer of its own motion. Examples:

(18) 3abuTthcs (B yroi), HAaMPaBUTHCS, IEPETIPABUTHCS, TTOTPY3UTHCS, 3aI€PIKATHCS

(menegornnulii 360HOK 3a0epiHcan MeHs - 51 3A0ePACANC U3-3d 360HKA), TIPUOITUZUTHCS,

CHU3UTLCHA, IOBECPHYTHCA, IEPCABUHYTHCA, IOCTPOUTHCA, OTTOJIKHYTBHCA, pa3MECTUTHCA.

Almost every object, even if it is inanimate, is conceptualized as moving by itself
having received a proper impulse (nyzs nporemena nao 2onosoti). So in the class of motion
verbs reflexive — and, thus, potentially agentive — interpretation of medials predominates. So
this is not accidental that in (15b) noonsnace has the meaning ‘momssina camy ceds’ = ‘raised
herself’, and not ‘mogHsIacs cama co0oii’.

The same is true about verbs of change of position — they are interpreted as reflexives,
not as decausatives, even when used with an inanimate subject:

(19) HakIOHUTECS (Depeso HAKIOHUIOCH K 800€), IBUHYTHCS (160UHA 0BUHYIACD), B3ATPOMO3TUTECS

(I o160l 1v0a 832pomozouUIUCy Opye Ha Opyea), cuyctuThes (Jlodka cnycmunach 6Hu3 no pexe),

OCTaHOBUTHCA (Kopﬂea OCMAaHoBUNIACHL 0Nt 6CMPEYHO2C0 nomOKa).

Verbs npubnuzumscs, chuzumocs, nonusumscsa can be interpreted as decausatives if
they do not denote motion; yeryoumwsca (in npomugopeyus yenyounuce ‘controversies
deepened’) is a decausative, while yenyoumwcsa 6 nec is a verb of motion and a reflexive;
ocmanosumuca is a decausative in (20b), meaning ‘cease to take place’, but not in (20a);
sepuymscs in (21) is a decausative because it doesn’t express motion:



(20) a. JIuca ocmanosunacy ‘The fox stopped’ [reflexive];
b. Ctpourenbnsie padboTsl ocmanosunucey ‘The work stopped’ [decausative] .
(21) C ero npuesnom sepryracy Hanexaa [decausative] ‘With his arrival hopes for the best came back’.

Thus, we believe the distinction of type I and type II of lordanskaja, Melcuk 2002 to be
of crucial importance, though in both types it is possible to treat a causative verb as basic and
the corresponding medial as derived. The difference is that type I is decausativization, which
is a diathetic shift (the set of arguments remains untouched), while type II, reflexivization,
reduces the number of arguments of the verb, being the case of argument decreasing
derivation: two participants merge into one.

Causative relationships in lexicon and ?rammar were intensively studied in the
framework of the so called unaccusativity hypothesis. It is worth while to explore the
possibilities provided by this approach.

2 Decausatives and unaccusatives

More than two decades of linguistic research were devoted to the so called
Unaccusativity Hypothesis®, which seeks at drawing a distinction between two classes of
intransitive verbs (or intransitive usages of verbs). A verb is said to belong to the class of
unaccusative verbs, if its subject position is occupied by a participant that, according to its
semantic role, could have been an object — be it another use of the verb or another verb with a
similar meaning. Thus, the subject of an unaccusative verb is not an Agent but rather a
Patient or Theme: these roles are usually marked by the Accusative — hence the term. In
Barbara Partee’s dissertation (see Hall 1965) it was emphasized that many transitive verbs
allow an intransitive variant, where the subject corresponds to the direct object of the
transitive verb; for example break in The cup broke lacks the Accusative position for its
single participant, thus the participant surfaces as Nominative.

Intransitive verbs with an agentive subject, like walk, play, laugh, are called unergative.

Two approaches to unaccusativity are to be distinguished: one is syntactic, the other is
semantic. Syntactic unaccusativity presupposes special markers: the so called diagnostics —
auxiliary selection, passivization possibilities, etc., — are said to reveal the markers of
unaccusativity. No markers of syntactic unaccusativity can be traced in Russian, so I shall
only speak about semantic (or deep) unaccusativity (as it is outlined in Levin, Rappaport
1995: 17-20). Semantic unaccusatives are intransitive verbs (or intransitive uses of transitive
verbs) that have non-agentive or not completely agentive subjects. A prototypical subject is
agentive, animate, volitional, exerting influence, i.e. causing a change of state or position; on
the other hand, a prototypical object is non-agentive, inanimate, non-volitional; causally
affected; changes its state or position in the course of action (cf. Proto-Agent and Proto-
Patient in Dowty 1991).

See below examples from Pesetsky 2002. In sentences (22a), (23a), (24a) the verb has
the intransitive use; and sentences (22b), (23b), (24b) show that the participant-subject of
(22a), (23a), (24a) has a role characteristic of the object. Hence, verbs in (22a), (23a), (24a)
are unaccusatives:

(22) a. The submarine sank [Patient; subject];
b. The navy sank the submarine [Patient; object].
(23) a. The door closed; b. We closed the door.
(24) a. The glass dropped; b. The waiter dropped the glass.

In order to show that the subject of a verb is object-like it is not necessary to find a

context where THIS SAME verb is used with this same NP as an object, as in (22)-(24); it is

? See the history of the problem and all necessary bibliography on Unaccusativity Hypothesis in Levin,
Rappapport 1995.



sufficient to find a verb entering a certain semantic proportion. An example by David
Pesetsky:

(25) a. The letter came today;
b. *The mailman came the letter today;
c¢. The mailman brought the letter today.

The verb brought in (25¢) is related to came in (25a) in the same way as dropped in
(24b) — to dropped in (24a). From this we see that the subject of came in (25a) is object-like.

This device discloses the way of thinking very familiar to Meaning <> Text Theory.
Suffice it to remember the fictitious verb *mnpecmynams ‘to commit a crime’ motivated by
npecmynienue ‘crime’ and invented in order to complete the proportion relating verbs to
their nominalizations:

(26) paspymats ‘destroy’ : paspymenne ‘destruction’= *mpecTymars : MpecTyIICHHUE.

Obviously, the subject of examples (22a) — (24a) is demonstrated to be object-like when
we treat (22a)-(24a) as resulting from decausativization. Now, if the notion of unaccusativity
is applicable also in case of examples like (25) then we may hope that unaccusativity can
make the way for extending decausativization analysis beyond morphologically medial
verbs.

In many cases the relationship between an intransitive verb and its transitive relative is
similar to that between a decausative and its basic verb. Thus, we can apply decausative
analysis also to verbs that are morphologically non-decomposable; or have no corresponding
causative with the same stem; or can be regarded as medial only on the basis of their
meaning, not form. In example (27a) the intransitive verb skopit sja is a true decausative of
the transitive skopit’; while pribyt’ in (28), with its non-prototypical subject, is a potential
decausative (of a non-existent causative) — and, thus, a semantic unaccusative:

(27) a. Ha cynayxke cxonunacy nsinb ‘Dust accumulated on the chest’;
b. Bpems cxonuno Ha cynayke neuth ‘Time accumulated dust on the chest’.
(28) a. Kauru npubwsiiu cerogus yrpom ‘The books arrived this morning’;
b. Heonpenenenusrit kay3atop *npubwvin kKHUTK ceronHs yrpoM ‘An indefinite causer *arrived
the books this morning’.

In Levin, Rappaport 1995 different thematic classes of unaccusatives in different

languages are considered. Let’s look at some of them from the point of view of Russian.

2.1 Change of state verbs

Most of the existing Russian decausatives stem from change of state verbs — verbs of
deformation (omaomumucs), change of location (cmecmumucsa) or spatial configuration
(coenymucs), emotional state (6o30youmscs, ycnokoumscs), physical and physiological state
(cf. nacpemwvces u coepemuvcs), etc.

Investigation of change of state verbs was initiated by Fillmore’s 1970 paper on hitting
and breaking. In the framework of «Lexicograph» (KycroBa, [lagydeBa 1994, IlagyueBa
2004) this class of verbs can be described as a class that includes both achievements
(happenings) and accomplishments (actions), but in case of an action the manner of action
should not be specified in the word’s meaning: verbs that specify the manner of movement,
manner of speaking, etc., express not just a change of state but some kind of action.

In this way we get an explanation why reflexive counterparts of omkpeims ‘open’ or
pasoums ‘break’, change of state verbs, have a decausative interpretation, while those of
npunecmu ‘bring’ or nopezamsp ‘cut’, actions, are interpreted differently.

An example of a non-morphologically identifiable decausative verb is enums ‘decay’.
Semantic analysis identifies it as an unaccusative, namely, as a semantic decausative of the
transitive enoums. English deteriorate is mentioned in Levin, Rappaport 1995 as an
unaccusative verb lacking causative use; so its decausativity and unaccusativity becomes



clear only on the level of semantics. Meanwhile Russian yxyowamscs ‘deteriorate’ has a
corresponding causative yxyowams and is, thus, a morphologically motivated unaccusative.

2.2 Verbs of motion and spatial configuration

As was said in section 1, most motion and spatial configuration verbs are reflexives, not
unaccusatives. For example, pazoumwca ‘break’, a change of state verb, is unaccusative,
while naxnonumucs, a verb of spatial configuration, is unergative.

A puzzle is connected with the Italian ‘arrive’ and all words meaning ‘arrive’ in other
languages, in particular, with the Russian npuiimu: all these verbs are listed among typical
unaccusatives (for example, Italian arrivare takes essere as an auxiliary) within the syntactic
approach to unaccusativity.

The existing explanation says that the subject of npuiimu is not only an Agent but also a
Theme: the one who came has changed his or her location. But then all change of spatial
configuration verbs (such as sest’ or vstat’) should also be unaccusatives — which is not the
case: sest’ and vstat’ are, semantically, reflexives and, correspondingly, unergatives (cf.
Levin, Rappaport 1995: 126ff).

There is a hope to explain the obvious unaccusativity of npuiimu with the help of the
Observer. Such verbs as mpuuimu (and, naturally, also English come), noseumscs,
nokaszamscs ‘arrive, appear’ presuppose an Observer Offstage; but then it is clear that the
subject of these verbs is not only an Agent but also the object of observation. Which fact
provides the subject with a lower place on the scale of agentivity. A similar explanation was
proposed for the genitive of negation in Partee, Borschev 2004.

2.3 Verbs of existence and appearance

Verbs of existence and appearance have an obviously non-agentive subject. In Levin,
Rappaport 1995: 1191t it is maintained that they do not allow causative analysis analogous to
that given to examples (22) — (24) above.

I try to find such analysis. Take, e.g., the verb najti ‘find’ = ‘cause X begin to be in the
field of vision’, which has an intransitive use (29a) (example from Levin, Rappaport 1995:
123):

(29) a. Pemenue rauwrocw Ha crpanuie 90 ‘The solution was found on page 90’;
b. CryaeHt nawen pemienne Ha ctpanuiie 90 ‘The student found the solution on page 90°.

We analyze (29a) as follows. When the verb naiimu has a transitive use, as in (29b), its
subject is both an Agent (who carries out the looking for) and an Experiencer. When the verb
is used intransitively the Experiencer goes Off stage, thus becoming an Observer, and the
Percept occupies the subject position. (In ITagyuesa 2004: 248 the analysis along the same
lines is proposed for the verb o6rapyscumobca.) In short, Russian ratimuce shows itself as an
unaccusative verb, which fact can be demonstrated with the help of the standard procedure of
decausativization.

Such verbs as ckpwimovcsa ‘hide’, nomepsmocs ‘get lost’, oonaxcumscs ‘get uncovered’,
treated as decausatives in [Tagydesa 2001, are, thus, unaccusatives.

Among verbs motivating decausatives we never see the verb gudems ‘see’. And this is a
matter of principle. Perception can be conceptualized as causing some change in the state of
the percept. With the verb videt’ this is not the case. The only participant whose state is
changed is the Experiencer him/herself. Thus, sudems cannot motivate a decausative.

As for true verbs of existence and appearance, they are related semantically: appearance
= coming into existence, cf. Kimball 1973: 267: “The concept of existence <...> formed
semantically as the perfective of coming into being”. They have non-prototypical subjects,
but, as is convincingly argued in Levin, Rappaport 1995, they are neither decausatives nor
unaccusatives.



Thus, my conclusion is that in many cases intransitive verbs with a non-agentive (or not
fully agentive) subject can be regarded either as morphologically marked or as inherent
(semantic) decausatives of non-existent but plausible transitive verbs with a non-agentive
Causer. The difference between unaccusative and unergative intransitives can be disclosed by
the following test: unaccusative verbs, such as ynan, ‘fell down’, resemble decausative
paspywunca and by default presuppose sam soboi ‘by itself’ (not sam sebja ‘him/herself’);
while unergatives, such as ecman, resemble reflexive kamumca and presupposes sam sebja
‘him/herself’ (not sam soboi ‘by itself”).
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